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Comments in Response to Localism Notice;Of ;~to~'ols~J-Rol~'Rihlg" MAR 202008
MB Docket No" 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed ~~~a~n~i1(t~eOom
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedurtO~~tl~~n~Pvio~e~:ir~ 'hmendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from people who
do not share their values. The NPRM's propos~ f:1.tl~PJ)t ~gl~roposalswould impose such .
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters whl6' festiira'tr'vice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their
own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has rights to
air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
rmal'ldates on any religion. I

I
I

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. lhe choice of
programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govetnment agency 
and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs WOj'I'ld intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

i '
(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system In which certain licensees would be

automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed marildatory special
renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to
coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and pr~sent only the
messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ;ruinous renewal
proceedings. I

I

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular stations.
Keeping the electricity floWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes t~ further squeeze
niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a), by reqUiring staff
presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio lo~tion choices.
Raisihg costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed servipe is contrary to the
pUblic interest. '

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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FCC Mail Room
I submit the following comments in respgeu9nth~Localism Notice ofPrpposed

Rulemaking (the ''NPRM''), released Jan. 24, 20U8~ i'iffl1:B(bo6R:e~§.,04~233. !
I

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amen~ent rights. A
number ofproposals discussed in the NPRM, ifenacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

,"""\ 7 ,..... f.~ I' 'E0 [I't ,. J.... ~ ..,

1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially relfglOus broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals
would impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice
from those who do not share their values could face increased harassment,! complaints and
even loss of license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing
incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits
government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly
a religious broadcaster, must present. I

!

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
I

has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so -! even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids
imposition ofmessage delivery mandates on any religion. I

3) The FCC must not force revelation ofspecific editorial decision-making i¢'ormation. The
choice ofprogramming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review ofcertain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves
would amount to coercion ofreligious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their
consciences and present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long,
expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission
proposes to further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising
costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staffpresence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by
further restricting main studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would
force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the public interest.

I urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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27 PecanLk.
Petal, MS 39465
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I submit the following comments in response to thtre~:;~Notice of PropoJ~d~RulerJ;gJaMeil Room
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233:' y, : J".r

t' I : '

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures musf28BB ~-MV'tt~f.jrs~mendment;rights, A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and ntuS't n&rb,£afJpte~.

. I
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters whoAte~st..~~ce from those whQ don't share their
values could face increased harassment, ~omplaints and' ~ven\JoS§ bfiJfctat\~ for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape theii·"'pfcfgramming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints la broadcaster,
partl0\llarly a religious broadcaster, must present. i

I

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station int~ a public forum where anyo~e and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religiqus broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. ~
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(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not prop~rly dictated by. aflY,9QywnJY1~.I]~ l:Ig~ncy. -:-:. and

prop~sal,s to fotce re'p~~ing ort ~"Uch t~ihgs a~ wh~(pr~dq~dwhat P~9'W~f1'I~,W~~l;~'ri,IJ!~r¥#~ln:~;Ci', ': ~,;
constltuttonally-~rote~~e~'edltor:~~ chOices. '. ," , ", ,,_ {''-:/,,; :'" pl," I""",

(4) , ". The'FCC must'not'establish alwo-tieredJrenewal system in ~h,i.qh· c~,~airi.ll,ic~n~~e~ ~o,~\~ be
automatically barred from'routine'l'"eiitliwal'application jJrocessing. The pro'posed mant1atory-specicill renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amo~nt to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only th~ messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinQus renewal 'Pfoceedings,

I "

(5) M~ny Christian ~~oadda~ter~ operate-on, tight budg~ts, a~-d~,<m,~~'y.:~,!,ali#~,m~f~~ts~~~;W~r,',-, :11
stations. Keepmg the electriCity f1owlhg-ls often a ct'laller'l'ge. Yet, the CommiSSion pr~poses to furtHer
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff preser'lce;wh~never;astation is 'on the air and, (b) by further restric;ting main studio 10('C{\tipn choices.
Raising 'eostS'~ith tFies'e! propo's:als would 'force' seNree cutbac~s ~ grid.'cuirt'~~[~((s~rYi6~'J~·"Gdhtrflry tOl\t~e,_", i
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We urge the FCC notJo adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
'I ,,),.,' t~;' .~ • I ' 1:~1~i I ,
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propos~d RUlfrhd~*U Room
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04·233. 1009 NAil ;

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment t~ts~ ~7r of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.!

i
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious bro~casters, t6 take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's.proposed advisory boa~{@f'O~l~ would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those'WRO~9rlJt:stl$re their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing,oLtJllow their oWn
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming.: The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints abroadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. i

I
(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyon~ and everyone has
rights to air time, Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religioLis broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. THe First Amendmeht forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. i
(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government,agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intr~de on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. i

i

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain Ii~ensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandliltory special renewal
'r:eview'of certain, classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religToi.isbi'oaacasters. loose who stay true to their consciences and present only the mes'sages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smallerimarket secular
stations. Keeping the electricft{f1owing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller matket broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two w~ys: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to.the
public interest. I

1

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submitthe folloWing' comments in 'response to tbe localism Notice ofProPOSed'Ruiemaking (the
"NPRM" released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. I

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must notviolate First Amendment rig~ts. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. !

I
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations. especially refigious broadcasters, to ,ake advice from
people who do not share theirvalues. The NPRftII's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face Increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, ratherthan allowing incompatible viewpoints to sha.pe their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, fi"om dictating what viewpoints a ~roadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. I

I
(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a publicforum where anyone ~nd everyone has
rights to-airtime. Proposed public access r.equirements would do so.- even ifa religious:broadcaster
consciEmtiously objects to the message. The Fi~ Amendment fOrbids imposition of mesSage delivery
mandates on any religion. i

I

(3) The FCC must not fome revelation ofspecifiC editorial deciSion-making information. The choice
,of programming, especially religious I?rogrammino. is not properly dictated by any govemtnent agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrud,e on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. [

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain IiJnsees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandat,ry special renewal

. review of certajn classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount t~ coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their conSCiences.and present only the messages they
co~pond'to their beliefs could face"long, expensive and potenti~ly ruinous renewal pro~edings.

i
(5) Many OhriStian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity floWing is often a Ghallenge. Yet, the Commission pro~es to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raiSing costs in two wa~: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the airand, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. . i

i
We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above. i

i
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I submit the following comments in response to lh&'1.~~~oticeof proPfsed Rulemaking.cthe
"NPRM"}, released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 2: SI

Any new FCC rules, policie~or procedures must not violate First Amendme~t rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would;.po..so - and must not be adopted.\, ".., ."" f::: I

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, esp~~iallyi~JI{d1Pfi) broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board propoS,als would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those w~o don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaint~and even loss of license for chQosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programmipg. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoinfs a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. !

1

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where an~one and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. I

(3) , The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any g9vernment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would ililtrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.
11 .:

(4)' 'The FCC mustnot establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application pr,9.cessing. The proposed mardatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissionernheinselves Would arii9Uhffo' coercion of
reJigious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only t~e messages tRe¥ 'I-W
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensivjand potentially ruinous renew41 proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission p'roposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters",~ysubstantially raising costs in two~ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the a~ anClb!b) by further restricting main stu~io location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force seMce cutbacks - and curtailed serv'ce is contrary to the
public interest.

( -. : • l~ j " ~ j • l ' " I • \ -. t ,-. ,

Title (if any)

We urge the FCC f10t to adopt rules, procedure5or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of proPos~d Ru,emESfnCi(Mail Room
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2006, in MB Docket No. 04-233. :

- i
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures musiDfm, ~l,Qte.,~rst8mendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - anijll'l'itM nbt'b€ac&~ted. i

!'
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, te;> take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters wholf,~j$~dvice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment; complaints anc:fi~rQPi611\lira.l'lf' for choo~ing to follow their own
consciences, rather'than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape\h'eili:lfeQramming., The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints abroadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. I

I
(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. I

,

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making infc)rmation. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. I

i
(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal ~roceedings.

i

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller. market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two w.ays: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studi910cation choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. i

!
We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above. .
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I

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No~ 04-233. '

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate rJ..VUifJlMli/I~~hts.' A number of
proposals diScussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be aao'PtK 2: 51
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisor;l board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advi~lfalg-thQs~ who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss ont~Age'!'f.qr ~lif.o'Eiiij9 to follow their own
consoiences, rather than allowing incompatible Viewpoints to ,shape th.eir'Programm~~he First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictatingwhat viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religiot!ls broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. -The First Amendment forbids impssitioA of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision~making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on sucli things as who produced' what programs would intl1Jde on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

;
;

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicamts.by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those Who stay true to their. consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricitY flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche aAd smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raisiRg costs in two ways: (a) by reqUiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by furthe~ restricting main studiQ: location ohoices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rl!lles. pr.ocedures ar policies diSCUssed above.
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proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would.do so- and must not be adopted.
. Z008 MAR 20 P 2. !

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially, reftg~Ls broadcasters, to take advice from
,,pe~ple who ~o not share their val~es. The NPRM's pro"posed advisory board proposals would,

impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increcwrgf Mr4~sment, complaints anq even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, 'l'at~'er-tn~nStlflbwing incompatibl.e viewpoints to shape their
,programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2-) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if areligious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates' on any religion. .' .

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government '
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on y9lJstitutionally-protected editorial choices.

I.J.. :-

" , ..:;..; I" • . I

.~4) Mc;my Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many sm'aller'market secular
stations. Keeping the ele-ctricity flowing is'often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further

'squeeze niche .an9 ~maller market bro,adcasters, by sUbstantially. raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on th~ air and, (b) by furth~r restricting main studio
location chQipes. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public-interest. - - . _. - - _. .... I"· ..- • - .-.. _ ..

~ !

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discu~sed ab6~e.

c, .;~ . (1'-:", ':'~:'):"'('>~
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,& .: .. \JCJt.SI~, .~ f'\C:I'~.~

,. :;'., .~ LlJIJ.;G~U •

.: .;\ ~ ..;~.
. ,.,.,~ l~'

,,'i C" ,". : .I""': I ? ,,:



Received &fnspected

MAR 2aZ006
;tb':Lotalls,mfNoti~e:~~~~~~~e~~RuJ~ki"g

. \ 'i V :.\ i' ~ f'...t :;, I1mlO'tr. :FCC Mall Room
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB DoCket No. 04~233. ;.
i

Any new FCC rules, policies orprocedures must not violate First Amendment ri~hts. A number of
proposals disoussed in the NPRM, if enacteqijB{P~1ARt~ -~d ~uit~ot be adopted. i
(1) The FCC must not force radiQ stations. especially religious broadcasters, to; take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increaSed harassment. compla!l}t$.alll;l.e.Y~11 J~Q1license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible f1re.'WJioinfSlo,stf8~tfieir programming..The First
Amendment prehibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints abroadcaster,
particularly a religiOUS broadcaster, must present .

(2) The FCC mu§t not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rigHts to~air.ti~e, F,'r:o,p.o$ed pub/jc access requirements would dO so - even ifa religious br9adcaster
conscientiO!JSI¥ objeots'10 the message. The First Amendment forbidS imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. !

I
(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial declsion~making lnfo&nation. The choice
of programming, espeCially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on stich things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. . I

I
(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in whiCh certain Ii~nsees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review ofcertain classes Of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
reli~ious broadcasters. Tnose who stay true to their conscienqe$ and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flQwing. is often a Challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantlat\y raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
$taff,pr~sen¢e:wher:Jever a statioli1;l~ on the airand, (b) by.furtf:ler restricting. main studio location choices.
Raising costs/With tt.r~se pf,Oposals welilldforce seNiee cutbacks - and curtailed seNles Is contrary to the
pu.·9lieintJl~st, . ".,, ..

:$, N·o.r\fr.t.,~j)~If'~· . . I

~J'urg.e tW~:!!tc not tQ adopt n;,lIesl arocedl!lres orpolicies di$~uS'$ed' above.
~ ~ ~ _. ' -- -...
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G.o;i1'ments in'~eSp()hSe to 'Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

MB Docket No. 04·233 lDDD I1A :, ,FCC Mail Room
I submit the following comments in response to the Localismt6~e pr>Pr,qposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ~, Sa
I'
I'

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must nqt violate First Amendment irights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted. would do so ~Q,~.d mYtt rot be adopted.'

··!"'~jll :
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious I:fr~~sters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. '

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true'to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge.. Yet, the Coml1)ission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two Ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

;3 - /3- og
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~-~ ~ CV1~\Wl:~ 1006
Comments' iri;'Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04·233 ~, FCC Man Room

I

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Na¥£~rrFO.RO~ed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ~U P 2: So

I '
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment :rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM. if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religiOu~.g!d~*M~Ao,t{lke advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposlilsMould impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints 'a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. :

:

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights-to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. I,

i
(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. I,

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain 'icensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amou~t to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

I

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many small~r market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising casts with tAese proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. '

We 'Urge the Fec not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

~. il" . ' ..

.;. ~ ""- - '~"'. ' . ./,~~
Signature
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:FCC MaH Room
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. "

Any new FCC rules, policies J~Wro~~~J~ nfti>stBb6J]>late First Amendmen~ rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

I,

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters; to take advice from
people who do not share their values. "i1le..WRI1M's Rr£posed advisory board proposals would impose suoh
unconstitutional mandates. Religious Dfo'acfQa~~~jW..ncOeSist advice from those whO don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for chobsillg to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a ~roadcaster,

particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. ! I

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
ri9hts:to~a}r time. Pm[losed public access requIrements would do so - even if a religi.ous broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. i

I
I

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amo!lnt to coercion of
relig'iolfs broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only th'e messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and 'potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

!'
I

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many small.er market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission p:roposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two:ways: (a) by requiring
staff>~resence wh,eJi!.~ver a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs With tl1ese pl'Oposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pul:>lic interest. :

We UFl!I,e the FCC n6t to adopt rules, ,prqcedures or policies discussed above.

Date
Signature

] 2 2 '(V f] I~y: ~ I~/ JI. (11f, fit Iblv.c~
-A-dd-re~s=-s---------'-- ;;LO( 20

Name

,iff ,'. ' )~ _.L- ,

Organization (if any)

,.. :



r" ~ \,'" i:

, ~' \" . "

. ISUbRJltb-MI~~h~n~ in rilSpenS'ii'tO'thiilbciiU$lnNotice of:prp.p~d ~Uljl.majQ!JlItr'.r , .
. (the"NPR10;;',"*~c¥a§~~GfQJaiiWZ4, 2008, in MEfDocket No;O~23Jeceivad g,.~sp~e~, I' ,. :': ~I

i ',' ~.~ \, 'ft 0' ~ ~,!~, • ~..) .I.:',:

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must nbt;"lbrate F-i'fst Amendment r.igll~s·. ~Qr"Bf"', ,,-.: .
proposals di~)cussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do sd·L:..,and' must not b~'adqp.t~~b 'Mail Room -. ,:, :
(1) The FCC must not forceZl1@d~lSti{)·o~, eS~ially religious broadcasters, ,to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would ';', ,1 .' oJ

impose such ur:lconstitutionalrnanctates. Religious broadcasters'WRo" resist.a~Vi~e..from those who ,'~: :'"
don't share their values could face increased harassinent~'''C''orti1i>l~iFlts la:r-rGi :eTjerFloss:otlrc~I1s.~.1QF:'-- ,",.~ ..::~-:,~~

choosing t? follow th~ir own ~~~.~~~'p'rtherthan ai!bWi~g,~nc~patible-v~wppint.setG>..sh~,~e,their ,',~
programmIng. The First AmendmenfprohTh't's government, Inclutllt:l~the EG:Q:1rom dictating what ' ''',
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. I'" '

i

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into ,a public forum where anyqne' and everyone:has ,
rights to air time. Proposed public access requir-ement~-would do so - even if.::.a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First AmenClment forbids imp:os!tion of message ~,' \' -: ,
delivery mandates on any religion.

, ~ ..:.... . .
., ..

,

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of spec~fiG{edit6rraldecisiort..making:inf0rmati.c:m.::~belchgicEp" c', ":'::: I" •. '

of programming, especially religious programming, 'is itict'proper.ly dlctated :by -?lny.~govemmen~l ':.l~;·n.~,· L~ ~'l"fi':' ~l

agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things, as Whb':produced what prGgr~lil1s would·; -, :' '.' ,"
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices. , ;1., '( 1,

(4) M9.ny Ch[i§ti~O-Aroad9§lst~[~ ,Q.e?!~te, on tight bl!9gets~ as do many smaller market Se9lJ!SlI ,r J:; f ,',·'

stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is oft~11 achat~f.1ge-.lyret': ':thSfCorTi'iAissf.0J1lIprQp,0sf~.§ to fu~~r:
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by s~bstantlally raising costs in twQ w,a.ys:ia) b~t1'~F3:"\

requiring staff presence whenever a station is 'on the;air and, (b) by further restricting main ,studi9 ,.i :"\ -: .;;c

location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and cuff:aijeq ... C 'j"; "

service is contrary to the public interest. !d =71 )

'),. ..

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed aon~ '.

" ,

.~ ...:. ..

I
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Mail By A'tiil14, 2008 to:
The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
'Washhlgton, DC-20554 (, f"'? ,;

Attn: Chief, Media Bureau
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CQ.~mEtnts In, Response to Localism: \Notice otP.r.oposed Rulemaktng "'1. rc ~ h:; ..

,M~:n!)ocket Nt). 04..233: . ~'<" ~> B~o'ttMai\ Room

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 10011 MAll

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Arri~ra~t r~ts. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, If enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. 2: 8/

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisotyjlpard proposals would impose such
'unconstitutional mandates. Religious broa~,casters who resist advicefr~~9 ~o don't share their
,values could face increased harassment, col11plaints and even loss of IIcense'fof~t\isj"S to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing Incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming.""'fhe First
,Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC. from dictating what viewpOints a broadcaster,
:partiCUlarly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
,rights to air time. Proposed public access re'quirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids Imposition of message delivery
.mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force reveJati,on of specific editorial decision~making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
'constitutionally~protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tIered renewal system In which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
"review of certain classes of applicants by th~ Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
,religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consoiences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
:stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
,squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs With these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
.public interest.

,We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
"

~\1J
Signature

"

'Name
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.Title (if any)

Organization (if any)
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MB Docket No. 04-233 '.r'·:[1 ~CC. 2008

I submit the following comments in responseimJhe Localism Notice of Proposed RUlemakin~~AoO
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. '().ijIl~ 20 {::) rn

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate Fi"'f ~endmentrights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not De adopted.

t-' ....
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations,'e~ially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's propOsed 8d~ry board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist ~dv.iee from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. '-he First AmendmeAt-for:bids imposition-of.message delivery_
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

f ~urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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'"I;~'; 720 Main St.

Q Willimantic1 Ct. 06226
~~~ ," 860-456-1111

March ~~'<z008 ......'"
~ .f,

Comments inr~he FCC's "Broadcast Localism" Notice of
Proposed fft:ll~making Proceeding?

RE: "Report on Broadcast Localism and Notice of Proposed Rulemaking" in MB
Docket No. 04-233 ("NPRM")

As a local, small market, broadcaster for over 30 years, I am appealing to the Federal
Communications Commission to halt Docket No. 04-233. It is represents a backward,
re-regulatory slide toward a level of governmental micromanagement that was thoroughly
repudiated and discarded some 25 years ago.
Broadcaster competition for listeners has never been as intense as it is now, given the
explosion 'in the number and types of sources for information and entertainment since the
19&Os'when'fhe FCC-eliminated many of the requirements that this rulemaking is looking to
iesuiT~ct. 'Howe'y~r, implicit in each of the proposals advanced in the NPRM is a faulty
premise, namely that even though broadcasters are keenly aware ofthe critical need to be
rel8vant and resPl!~siveto their listeners and viewers, that marketplace mechanism is not
sulfici'ent "to insure that broadcasters are being sufficiently responsive to their communities
oflicense and surrounding service areas. This is wrong. As a broadcaster, I know our
marketplace where we compete. I know it best. I MUST & DO air sufficient, responsive
programming. Iff didn't, I would lose what ever edge I have in ratings. In order to survive,
I must be different. My big difference is my sensitivity & response to LOCAL LISTENER
DEMANDS. Regional.Stations, syndicated program~ing or satellite programmers cannot
deliver'to my market what ~ can deliver. .', " ,
Your proposals would be unnecessary, unduly burdensome and counterproductive for both
our stations and our communities. I have operated these two stations for over three decades
with an admirable record. Deregulation made it possible for the marketplace to work
purposely .and, effectively. Please help survive and serve our towns. Do not advance Docket
No. 04-233 wi~houtat l~as~ visitingl&'i"all ITlarket;radio.Iike our stations.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM

ft

), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. ~3M~R 20 p .

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First~~ment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, es~~~lIy religious broadcasters. to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's propo~~~.~flrd proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice-from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
nghts to air time, Proposed publicaccess requirements would do so - even If a religiOUS broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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-NPRM-). released Jan. 24. 2008. in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Comments in Response to Localism NotIce of Proposed RUleniaklng, ;~ i t':,~ i i}r'l
Me Docket No. 04-233

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must.~~~t rights. Anumber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM. if enacted. would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio slalions, especially religious broadcasters. to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's propoeed advisory board propoeale would impose such
unoonstltutional rnandatss. Religious broadcasters who reiiIf~fmm'tt.e who don't share their
values could face ina'eBled harassment, compIaintB and even Io8i d lc8rieeit6r chooeing to foIow their own
conscienceB, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoinbs to shape their PICJgI.'lning. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from clct8ting what viewpoints a broedcB9ter.
particularly a aeligioua broedcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum fNefY radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Propoeed public ace1111 requiMments would do 80 - even if 8 reIigiol.- bIOadcaster
conscientiously objects to the meeaage. The First Amendment forbida imposition d mellage delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation d specific ecMoriaI deciIioiHnaking information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not~ dictaIed by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things 88 who produced whet programs would intrude on
constitutionally-plotected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not est8bIish 8 two-tier8d renewal system in which certain 1icen1B81 would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application pIOCI88i1g. The propoeed rnand8IDry special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commil8ioners themselves would .-nount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their coneciencee and prelBnt only the m......they
<:on88pOOd to their beliefs could face long, expensive and pot8ntiaIty ruinous i8fWJW8I proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters opeIat& on tight budgets, 88 do many imBler market secular
stations. Keeping the eIectricily ftowing is often a challenge. Yet, the COifmllion Pf'OPClUI to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broedca8t18rs. by sub8tantiaIIy raising cosIs in two ways: (8) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air MId, (b) IPJ further ...ariding main studio IocaIiDn choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force II8fVice cutbacks - and curtailed eeMce is oonbBlY to the
public interest.

'We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies diBcussed above.
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FCC Mail Room

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRMj, released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures mlJIJfY~Aini.timent rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM. if enacted, would do 80 - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not 8h8re 1heir vaIuea. The NPRM'. proposed advieofy board proposals would impoee such
unconstitutional mandal88. Religious broadcllAers who reSiit'~~thoee who don't 8h8re their
values could face iras lied _B8Im.llt, compIainIB and even lois of IiceMe for choosing to foIow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their plOQIWllning. The First
Amendment prohI)its gcMII'IlIll8I1t including the FCC, from dicIIIting what WIwpointB 8 broedcaeter.
particularly 8 religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum fN8fY radio station into 8 public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Propaeed public acceea requiIwnenIa would do 80 - even if a religious broedcaster
conscientiously objecIB to the messlge. The FirstArnendment forbids impoeition d mellage delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force I1MtIation d specific edikxiaI deciIion-making information. The choice
of programming, especially nMigioua programming, is not property dicIated by any govenvnent agency - and
proposals to force repoating on such things 88 who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not estabIiIh 8 two-tiered renewal system in which certain IicenIees would be
automatically bIm8d from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mendatory special renewal
review of cer1ain cl... of appIIcanta by the Con.niaioIaers them8eIVee would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their conedellces and prB8Bnt only the me••ages they
col'l"8SPO"d to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentiaIIv ruinous nmtMlII proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters opendB on tight budgeIs, as do many smaller merket secular
stations. Keeping the electricity tIowing is often a challenge. Yet. the COhln_ion propeSI. to further
squeeze niche and smeller market broadcasters, by 8UbsIantiIIIIy raising costs in two ways: <a) by requiring
staff Pf8B8I1C8 whenever a station is on the air Md, (b) by further resIricting main studio IocaIiDn choices.
Raising costs with these proposaIa would foroe service cutback8 - and curtailed service is COilb8lY to the
public interest.

we urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies disculsed above.
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I submit the following convnents in response to the localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

-NPRM-). released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. Q4.233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures~"fi4i~Amendment rights. Anumber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM. if enacted. would do so - n mUSt n6t fifI adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio slalions. especially religious bIOadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not sh8nt their values. The NPRM·.~ adviIory board propaeals would impose such
unconstitutional rnandaIes. Religious broedc....'WticJ..~ fRm thoee who don't... their
values could face lncN.led~ compi8inIB andMn'''~~for chooeing to foIow their own
consciences. rather than allowing incompBtibIe viewpoints to 8hIIpe thiir progrMming. The First
Amendment prohtiIs government, including the FCC, from dict8ling whet WMpointB 8 bro8dcaster,
particularly a ntligioua broack:aster, must preeent.

(2) The FCC muot not tum fNf1lY nlIdio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Propoeed public 8CC8I8 requir8ments would do 80 - ewn ifa religious broedcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The FinltArnendment forbids ImpoeiIion eX mBI•• delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force f'8\I8Iation eX specific editoriai deCision-making infonnation. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not~ dicIaIBd by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-potected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish 8 two-tiered renewal system in which certain licenlees would be
automatically barr8d from routine renewal application proce.sing. The PI'Q9OI8d mendellOry special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commi88ioners them8eIves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcastera. Thoee who st8y true to their coulleienees and prlllint only the mne BgeS they
correspond 10 their beliefs could face long, eJq)8l1llive end potentially ruinous ..... proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broBdcasIers operate on tight budgeIs. as do many smaller merket secular
stations. Keeping the eIecb1city flowing is often a ch8IIenge. Yet, the Commission propoSIS to further
squeeze niche and smaller msrket broedaIs..... by sub8tanti8IIy railing COlIs in two wsya: (e) by requiring
staff presence whentwer a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choic:e8.
Raising costs with these propoesll would force service cutbacks - and curI8iIed service is conb8lY to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules. procedures or pokies diecussed above.
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I submit the following convnents in response to the Localism Notice ofp~bfeMl\hr(~m
"NPRM"), reteased Jan. 24, 2008. in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures mustnot.Ri~t rights. Anumber of
J)I'Of)OSaIa discussed in the NPRM. if enacted. would do so - and mustnc'ibi'"'~
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, espec;iaIIy retigious bro8daIsters, to take advice from
people who do not shant their values. The NPRM's pmpoeed 8dviIory board propasate would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcaRers who reeiit~ fIwl,thoee who don't sINn their
values could face Incre.ed hanll!ll!lrnent. compIainta Mel even~ fA~'Q chooeing to follow their own
consciences, rather then 8IIowing incompetibIe viewpoints to shape their prOgna(.i..ing. The First
Amendment prohtita government, including the FCC, from dietatillg what viewpoinIs a bloedcaster,
particularly a ntIigious broadcaster, must present

- -- -
(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station irdo a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Propceed public 8CC8I8 requiMmentB would do 80 - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objecI8 to the meseege. The FinIt Amendment forbids imposition d mlllillge delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation d specific editDri8I decisioil-f118king information. The choice
of programming, 8IP8CieU:r religious programming, is not property did ' ad~ 8tnY govemnent agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things _ who produced whet programs would intrude on
constitutionally-plotec:ted editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tier8d renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal appIic8tion processing. The pmpoeed rnandaIDry epeciaI renewaJ
review of certain cl88ees of applicants by the ComrnisIioneIs themIeIve8 would amount to coercion of
religious bro8daIsters. Those who stay true to their consciences and prlUnt only the ml.11g8S they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expeneiYe and pc*,ntially ruinous ....... proceeding&.

(5) Many Christian brcedclil8lent upeialB on tight budgeIB, 88 do many .....ner market secular
stations. Keeping the eIectric:ity tIowing is often a cheIIenge. Yet, the Commillion propel•• to further
squeeze niche and amaIIer market bro8daIsters,~ IlUbelaldiaIIy nIiaing C08I8 i1 two ways: <a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main ItUdio Ioc8Iion choices.
Raising costa with these propoeals would fon:e aervice cuIb8cka - and curI8iIed service is coillulIY to the
public intefe8l

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies diecu8ssd above.
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